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ABSTRACT
The behavior patterns of student and cooperating teachers were
examined to determine if the cooperating teacher influences the
verbal and nonverbal behavioral patterns of student teachers.
The 1980 spring semester elementary physical education student
teachers at Ithaca College and their cooperating teachers
served as subjects. Data were collected in the form of two
videotaped class sessions of both cooperating teachers and
student teachers. A11 tapes were coded using Cheffersr
Adaptation of Flanderst Interaction Analysis System (CenfeS)
and transposed onto data cards for analysis. Canonical
correlation, multivariate analysis of variance, discriminant
function analysis and univariate analysis of variance were
performed on the eight selected CAFIAS variables. Results of
these tests 1ed to the conclusions that the behavioral patterns
of student teachers in elementary physical education do change
during the student teaching period, and that a relationship
does exist between the behavioral patterns of cooperating
and student teachers, however, cooperating teachers failed
to significantly influence the behavioral patterns of student
teachers. It was also concluded that cooperating teacherst
predominant behavior was determined to be one of information
giving fol.J-owed by directions, which 1ed to predictable
stud.ent response. Student teachers demonstrated significant
indirect teacher influence r+ith acceptance, praise and
questioning leading to more student-to-student interaction.
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Throughout the field of education, student teaching is
general-J-y regarded as the most important single experience
in the professional preparation of a teacher. It is a period
of transition for the neophyte teacher. The student teacher
exchanges a role as student-learner in the classroom for the
role as guide or director of the learning process in the
actual classroom setting. This student teaching period may
have more impact on the student teacher than theory courses
because it bridges the gap between concept and practice.
When the student teacher first enters the classroom,
he/she may have little idea of the practicalities of where
to start or what to do, therefore, frequently the student
teacher begins by observing and working directly with the
cooperating teacher for a period of time. This period may
lead to the cooperating teacher being the most influential
factor on the student teaching experience. Many of those who
work in the field of teacher education have suspected that the
student teacher often acquires behaviors and attitudes, both
positive and negative, from the cooperating teacher.
The relationship of the cooperating teacher and the
student teacher has been studied in the areas of the student
,
teachers acquiring attitudes, educational philosophy, dogma-
tism, empathy, teaching methods, and verbal behaviors like
those of their cooperating teachers. None of these studies,
however, has been done in the area of physical education,
specifically, at the elementary level.
A number of testing instnrments have been used in
studying the influence of the cooperating teacher. Chefferst
Adaptation of Flandersr Interaction Analysis System (CAffeS),
developed by cheffers in 1972 for use in a physical activity
setting, was used in this investigation to examine the
influence of the cooperating teachers on the behavioral pat-
terns of physical education student teachers at the elementary
1eve1.
Scope of Problem
The spring semester 1980 elementary physical education
student teachers at Ithaca College, Ithaca, New York, and
their cooperating teachers were studied to determine if the
cooperating teacher influences the teaching behavior patterns
of the student teacher. A11 subjects were videotaped during
two full class periods prior to or within the 8-week student
teaching period. Cooperating teachers were videotaped twice
prior to the arrival of their student teachers. Student
aJ
teachers were filmed once within the first 2 weeks and again
within the last 2 weeks of their teaching experience.
Tapes of all cooperating and student teachers were sub-
jected to Chefferst Adaptation of Flandersr Interaction
Analysis System (CeffeS). Analysis of data was done to
determine if significant change in specific patterns of
instructional behavior of student teachers occurred. If so:
did the behaviors of the student teachers tend to approximate
those of their cooperating teachers more at the end than at
the beginning of the student teaching period, and in what
specific areas, as determined through the eight selected
CAFIAS variables, did change occur? The specific areas to be
studied include: (a) teaching agents, (b) class structure,
(.) teaching behaviors, and (d) student behaviors.
Statement of Problem
Thj-s study was undertaken to examine the behavioral pat-
terns of cooperating teachers and student teachers through the
use of Chefferst Adaptation of Flandersr Interaction Analysis
System and to determine if the cooperating teachers influence
the verbal and nonverbal behaviors of student teachers. I\uo
specific subproblems were examined:
1. Do the behavioral patterns of student teachers
change during the student teaching period?
4
2. If so, do the behaviors of the student teachers tend
to approximate those of the cooperating teachers more at the
end of the student teaching period than they do at the begin-
ning?
Hvpotheses
1. There wiJ-J- be significant change in student teachersr
behavioral patterns from the start to the finish of the student
teaching experience.
2. There will be no significant difference in relation-
ships between the behavioral patterns of the cooperating
teacher and the behavioral patterns of the student teacher,
from start to the finish of the student teaching experience.
Assumotions of Studrr
1. The student teaching assignments were made according
to the normal procedure established by the School of Health,
Physical Education, and Recreation at Ithaca Col1ege, Ithaca,
New York.
2. The coding of CAFIAS for an entire class period at
each testing period yielded sufficient data to test the
hypotheses.
3. Videotaping of classes did not alter the natural
environment of the classes.
Definition of Terms
1. Interaction analvsis 2 a technique that records





3. Nonverbal behaviOrs: expressions without words,
generally through gestures, body movement, facial expressions,
body posture, and tone of voice.
4。  ■■anders' teractio lvsis Svstem 3a
well d.ocumented system specifically designed to objectively
ana]-yze the verbal interaction between teachers and students
as it occurs in the classroom (Flanders, 1960).
5. Chefferst Ad.aptation of Flandersr Interaction
AnalySi,S Svstem (CAFIAS): a validated extension of FIAS
d.eveloped to record verbal and nonverbal behaviors and specifi-
cal1y d.esigned for implementation in describing teacher-pupi1
interaction in classes of physical activity (Cheffers, 1972').
6. Direct teaching behavior: teaching behavior that
limits studentsr freedom of action in the class (Flanders,
1g6o).
7. Indirect teaching behavio!": teaching behavior that
encourages studentst freed.om of action in the class (Flanders,
1g6o).
8. @: " senior student involved in the
laboratory phase of his or her teacher preparation. For the
purpose of this study, the laboratory was a public school
elementary physical education class.
9. Cooperating teacher: a public school teacher who
teaches children and also supervises student teachers in a
school. For the purpose of this study, the cooperating
teacher was an elementary physical education teacher from
the lthaca, New York area.
Delimitations of Studv
1. The study involved 15 student teachers in elementary
physical education who were enrolled at Ithaca Co11ege, Ithaca,
New York, during the 1980 spring semester and their cooperating
teachers.
2. Chefferst Adaptation of Flandersr Interaction Analysis
System was used to record teaching behaviors.
3. Each subject was videotaped for two entire class
periods, one at the beginning and one at the end., during the
1980 spring semester student teaching period, beginning and
end.
Limitations of Studv
1. The findings related to teacher behavior may be
valid only when CAFIAS is used as the observational tool.
6
2. The findings may only apply to elementary physical
education student teachers and their cooperating teachers.
ChaPter 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
In thi s
relating to
chapter are examined the significant studies
the cooperating teacher's influence on the attitudes
and behaviors of the student teacher and the use of systematic
observation, cheffers' Adaptatj-on of Flander's Interaction
Analysj.s System in particular. Also, a summary of the preceding
sections is Provided.
very little research has been recorded regarding the
student teacher and cooperating teacher in physical education'
This review, therefore, will include Iiterature from other sub-
ject areas that relate to student teaching in the classroom'
For this reason, the reader should interpret the term "class-
room,, as synonymous with the physical education setting'
In describing student teaching, Houston (1965) states:
Thetransitionfromcollegestudenttoteacherisa
challenging experience' One is immediately proiected
into a situation where he is responsible not only for
himself,butalso30orSochildrenwholooktohimfor
instruction, Ieadership, guidance, and comfort. (p. 45)
Teacherpreparationprogramsthroughoutthecountryare
based upon the assumptj-on that experience, attained through
9
gradual exposure to the realities of the teaching profession,
promotes desirable change in classroom behaviors of the
student teachers, thus preparing them to eventually take over
the responsibilities of teaching on their owfio In the field
of teacher education, Yee (tg6g\, Terwilliger (1965), Price
(1961), and others have implied that the influence of the
cooperating teacher may determine the success or failure of
beginning student teachers, and the impact of the cooperating
teacher may be greater than college theory courses. The
findings and problems of past studies in the area of the
cooperating teachert s influence on the student teacher will
be examined first.
Cooperating Teacherl s Influence on Student Teacher
In one of the earliest and most often quoted studies,
McAulay (tg6o) stud'ied the irtfluence of three first grade
cooperating teachers on their six student teachers. After
observation of such a limited scope, without using systematic
observation, McAulay recommended further study. He also
concluded that a great deal of influence seems to be extended
by the cooperating teacher. He stated, rrGenerally, student
teachers seem to be greatly influenced by their cooperating
teachers in methods of teaching, techniques of classroom
housekeeping, and relations with childrenr (McAuIay, 1960,
p. 8z).
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Using Sanderrs Observation Schedule and the Minnesota
Teacher Attitude Inventory (Ufef), Price (1961) discovered
that attitudes of student teachers changed considerably after
the teaching experience and that these changes tended to be
in the direction of the attitudes heJ-d by the classroom
teachers with whom they worked. Agreeing with McAulayl s
findings, Price (1961) concluded:
Probably one of the most significant conclusions
of the study was that the correlation between
supervising teachersl and student teachersl
classroom performances indicated that student
teachers seem to acquire many of the teaching
practices of their supervising teacher during
the internship semester . This study has
shown that considerable change occurred in
student teachersr attitudes during the student
teaching semester and that there was a tendency
for their attitudes to change in the direction
of the attitudes held by their respective
supervising teachers. (pp. 474-475\
Yee (L969), also using the MTAI considered the notion
of congruent and noncongruent influence and determined that
cooperating teachers wield great congruent influence upon
11
student teachersl attitudes. He stated, ttThe practical
significance of results is that the attitudes of stud.ent
teachers torvard young people generally reflect the predominant
influence of their cooperating teachertr (yee, 1969, po 331).
In a simil-ar study, Jansen (1971) investigated changes in
educational values preceptions of student teachers, cooperating
teachers, and university supervisors. completion of pretest
scores showed significant differences among alJ. groups.
Although the differences in the posttest scores were not
significant, it was noted that the greatest congruence occurred
between cooperating and student teachers while some dissonance
was noted with university supervisors.
Johnson (t969) suggested another variable when he
introduced the notion of dogmatism or openmindedness. The
Rokeach Dogmatism sca1e, Form E, was used to measure the
change in student teachersr dogmatism. rt was hypothesised
that students who scored Iow on the pretest of dogmatism
would show a gain on the posttest, and. those with high pretest
scores would drop. The change in the degree of dogmatism was
seen as a direct result of interaction wittr the cooperating teacher
with rvhom student teachers were p1aced.. The shift of the mean
in the direction of the cooperating teachers was found to be
t2
significant, supporting the findings of other studies in
which student teachersl personalities were related to those
of the cooperating teachers. He concluded that clear evidence
shows the change in the direction of closemindedness or open-
mindedness of student teachers may be a result of the
cooperating teacher.
Examining another variable was Underhil1- (1968), who
used the Affective Sensitivity Scale to study the relationship
between the cooperating teachersl empathy and the subsequent
shift in student teacherr s empathy 1evel toward that of the
cooperating teacher. He concluded that a positive relation-
ship exists between the student teacher empathy change and the
supervising teacherls empathy level. In general, student
teachers tended to gravitate toward the empathy level of
supervising teachers.
Copeland (L979 ) hypothesized the cooperating teacher as
the primary factor influencing the student teacherls use of
specific tttarget skillsrr in the classroom. He suggested that
patterns of teaching and learning behavior are part of an
interrelated ecological network in the classroom and that
exhibition of some types of behaviors trfit intorr the network
while others do not. Copeland (1979) concluded:
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These results seem to support an ecological
interpretation of the relationship between
the cooperating teacher behavior and the
student teacher utilization of skills . .
Relationships that have been detected between
the cooperating and student teacher may be the
result of the shaping forces exerted on both
by the ecological system of the classroom.
(pp.198,197)
Flint ( tg65), using the Observation Schedule and Record
form (OScm), concluded that there was a strong relationship
between the verbal behavior of the student teacher and that
of the cooperating teacher and that the formerrs behavior
changed during the experience. She recommended further
research in verbal behavior to be undertaken using a variety
of instruments, settings, and samples. In a similar study,
using the teaching styles obtained through use of the
Conceptual Systems Manual, Seperson and Joyce (tglt) studied
the changes that occurred in verbal behavior of student
teachers during their teaching experience, the extent of
similarity of change, and the relationship between the pattern
of verbal behavior of the student teacher and the verbal
pattern manifested by his/her cooperating teacher. Correlational
14
findings revealed negative relationships between student and
cooperating teachers for the eight indicators of teaching
style prior to contact. These same relationsips proved to
be positive after the two groups were exposed to each other.
Seperson and Joyce (tglt) also suggested the Lrse of a more
sophisticated instrument.
Though not such a long listing, there still are some
investigators who have produced evidence that cooperating
teachers do not influence student teachersr classroom
behaviors. Farrow (1964), focusing on changes in student
teachersr verbal behavior, was unable to report significant
influence by the cooperating teacher. He indicated the
necessity for a closer look at the personal characteristics
and situational variables which may produce change in student
teacherst verbal behavior during student teaching. Similarly,
Terwilliger (tg6S) reported no demonstrable cooperating
teacher influence. He thought the design of the study was
inadequate to assess changes in verbal behavior of the student
teacher as a result of the cooperating teacher.
Boschee, Prescott, & Hein (tgz8), studying the relative
effect that cooperating teachers have on the ed.ucational
philosophy of student teachers, found their results to be
contradictory to studies by Jansen (tglt) and yee (tg69).
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Boschee et a1. (L978) recommended further investigation with
a larger sample si-ze and a more sophisticated instrument.
Interaction Analvsis
Although a number of studies dealing with student
teaching behavior have been reviewed, few reliable instruments
were used for measuring teacher-student interaction. Flanders
(tglO) Uuitt on Withallts Social-Emotional Climate Index to
produce the most widely used system of analyzing and describing
the interaction that occurs wittrin the classroom. Flanders,
using 1O categories of verbal behavior, developed Flandersl
Interaction Analysis System (ffeS), thus alJ-owing for objective
systematic observation. The attitudes and teaching patterns
of student and cooperating teachers trained in interaction
analysis were studied by ivloskowj-tz (t967). The findings of
Price (196t), McAulay (rg6O), and others, who indicated the
influence of the cooperatj-ng teacher on the student teacher,
1ed Moskowj-tz (L967) to the following questions:
1. Would the teaching patterns of cooperating
teachers be influenced if the teachers were
trained in interaction analysis?
2. If changed, would student teachers emulate
those behaviors of the cooperating teacher?
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3. Would attitudes of student teachers and
cooperating teachers be influenced if either
one or both learned interaction analysis?
4. Would there be a relationship between
teaching patterns of student and cooperating
teachers if either of them learned interaction
anal.ysis? (p.175)
To answer these questions, FIAS was used as a treatment and
for data collection within the classrooms. Cooperating
teachers trained in interaction analysis displayed signifi-
cantly more indirect teaching patterns than cooperating
teachers not trained. Findings showed that when both student
and cooperating teachers received training in FIAS, it Ied to
significantly more positive perceptions of the relationships
between teachers and students (Moskowitz, 1967).
Bowers (tglt) studied the cooperating teachersl influence
on the verbal behaviors of student teachers and the relation-
ship of changes in verbal patterns of the student teachers
to those of the cooperating teachers to whom they were
assigned. FrAS was used to collect data on the 20 inter-
mediate grade student teachers and their cooperating teachers.
He concluded that, arthough not statistically significant,
t7
more than half of the student teachersr verbal behaviors
became like those of their cooperating teachers. Halley
(tgZ+) also addressed the problem of cooperating teachersr
influence on the verbal behavior of the student teacher. The
rrone group pretest-posttestrr design was used in the study,
with the cooperating teacher considered a criterion, but not
a control. The results indicated that over 50% of t};1e student
teachers did not differ significantly from their cooperating
teacher in overall verbal behaviors at the beginning, over 50%
differed significantly at the end of the student teaching
experience, and over 70% of the student teachers had changed
their verbal behavior significantly during the student teaching
period. The results al-so indicated 35% of the student teachers
changed verbal behaviors significantly (at the .01 leve1) to
resemble more closely those of the cooperating teacher.
Earlier, MitchelJ- (tg0g) used FIAS to determine if
student teachers in secondary English tend to take on the
verbal classroom behaviors of their cooperating teacher.
This study, unlike those of Bowers (tglt) and Ha1ley (tgl+),
found a significant positive relationship between direct or
teacher oriented and indirect or student oriented teaching
behav-iors between student and cooperating teacher.
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There have been many adaptations of FIAS used in studying
teaching behavior. One such system is Rankin's Interaction
Analysis System (nfAS), developed by Rankin (t975) and used
by him to study the teaching behavior of male and female
dominant and submissive elementary physical education student
teachers. The Cattell 16PF was used to distinguish dominant
or submissive personality traits. RIAS was used in the
evaluation of verbal and nonverbal behaviors of student
teachers. Results indicated that females tend to gesture
more in teaching than maIes, and student teachers classified
as submissive verbally rejected students more than those
designated as dominant.
Interaction Analrrsis in Phrrsical Education
The need for a useful tool for describing behaviors that
occurred in the physical education setting has been threefold:
(.) class time and amount of nonverbal activity have differed
greatly from the regular classroom, (b) pupil participation
has varied distinctly from the participation in the classroom,
and (") operational procedures have been unique. chefferst
Adaptation of Flandersr rnteraction Analysis System (caffirc)
was developed primarily to measure dimensions of human behavior,
specifically found in physical activity classes, that plandersr
Interaction Analysis System (ffAS) could not.
79
CAFIAS has been used as a tooJ- in studying teaching
behaviors in several stud.ies. Cheffers and Mancini (rylA')
used CAFIAS as part of the Videotape Data Bank Project to
collect a substantial number of tapes of physical education
classes in order to provide raw data for descriptive-analytic
research. CAFIAS was one system used in the project. Results
indicated:
1. Minimal differences were detected in category
usage, interaction parameters, or interaction
patterns between male and female teachers and
between elementary and secondary teachers.
2. Teachers used lecture and direction giving as
their overwhelmingly predomj-nant model of teaching.
3. By comparison with the total recorded behaviors,
virtual.ly no acceptance of student feelings and
ideas, praise or questioning behavi-ors were
recorded by the sample teachers.
4. Punishment and correction of student behaviors
were minimal.
5. virtually no genuine student initiated activity
was recorded in the sample classes . . (p. 47).
rt also concluded that the main teaching agency in elementary
classes was the classroom teacher, r+ith the class structure
20
mainly whole. cheffers and Mancini (I978) stated:
The patterns observed in the elementary classes were
remarkably simj-1ar, and reflect a predominance of
teacher information giving along with directness and
predictable student responsel there was little student
initiation. when student initiation was evident, it tended
to take place among students, not between teacher(s)' At
alltimes,however,thestudentbehaviorsoccurredaSa
result of jnitial teacher suggestion' (p' 47)
Mancini {L974), and }lancini, cheffers, and Zaichowsky (1976)
compared two decisionmaking models j-n a human movement program
at the elementary l-evel based on attitudes and interaction
patterns. children were found to be posi-tive in their inter-
action with the teacher and more contributing and initiating
to activities rvhen all-owed to share in the decisionmaking
process. Recent studies by chertok (L975), Martinek (I976) '
Martinek, zaichowsky, and cheffers (Lg77), and Lydon (1978)
use,l the interaction patterns established by i'lancini (Lg7+) to
studytheeffectsofvaryingmodelsonthedevelopmentofmotor
sl<ilIs and self -concePt '
CAFIAShasalsobeenusedaSatoolbyBatchelder(L975)
ancl Scriber (.L977) Ln studying the relationship between
2l
perceived and actual teaching behaviors in English, math,
physicaJ. education, and health classes. It was concluded by
both that educators perceived most of their classroom
behaviors differently than what was measured by the parameters
of CAFIAS.
Pratt (tglS) used CAFAIS to measure the effectiveness of
training disruptive elementary children to use special contin-
gency management skills in order to modify teacher behavior.
According to Pratt, it is conceivable that facilitative
behaviors can stimulate and reinforce desirable teacher
behavior. Recent studies by Doenges (tgl6) and Devlin (Dlq)
supported Pratt (W7 5).
A nrrmber of studies have used CAFIAS as a treatment to
test its effects on pre-service teacher educatioo programso
Keilty (tgl5\, Hendrickson (L975), and Rochester (tgl6)
established that pre-service teachers receiving training in
CAFIAS were more indirect in their teaching behavior than
those who received no treatment. Rochester also concluded
that the instruction and practical use of interaction analysis
were found to be beneficial to pre-service teachers. Faulkner
(tgl0) compared behaviors of male and female pre-service
secondary physical educators. She found no significant
differences in male and female pre-service secondary teaching
patterns.
a,
Vogel (tgl|) and Getty (tgZZ) also studied the effects
of instruction in interaction analysis but used student
teachers as subjects. Both found instruction in CAFIAS to
be beneficial to student teachers. Student teachers in the
treatment group showed more indirect influence, made more use
of questions, and had more pupil initiated behavior than
student teachers in the control group.
A study by Paterson (1975) used the parameters of CAFIAS
to describe, analyze, and compare the instructional patterns
of experienced, novice, and trainee male physical education
teachers. He concluded there were no significant differences
(.) as to instructional patterns within the group, (b) in
the 15 teaching variables, and (") in behavioral variables
related to class control and motivation. There were, however,
significant differences found in variables relating to class
structure; specificaLLy, classes of novice teachers spent a
greater amount of time with the class as a whole than did
trainee teachers.
Areviewof1iteru",,""ffi."aconf1ictconcerning
the influence of the cooperating teacher. Studies by Price
(1961), McAulay (1960), Yee (1969), and Flint (1965) laid
the groundwork in research on the influence of the cooperating
aa.J
teacher on the attitudes and teaching behaviors of the student
teacher. Research by Underhill (1968), Johnson (tg6g'), and
Jansen (tglt) on the student teachersl dogmatism, empathy, and
educational values supported earlier studies. Recently,
Copeland (L979) introduced the aspect of an ecological network
within the classroom and indicated that the relationships of
behaviors between the student and cooperating teachers may
result from the forces exerted on both by the ecological
network.
Seperson and Joyce (tg7O), using the Conceptual Systems
Manual, studied changes in the verbal behavior of the student
teacher and the relationship between patterns of verbal
behavior of student and cooperating teachers. The findings
supported the earlier work by Flint (tq6S) and also ca11ed
for a more sophisticated instrument and an increase in sample
size.
There are studies which do not conclude that the cooperating
teacher influences the student teacher. Farrow (ry6q),
focusing on the verbal behavioral changes in student teachers,
and Terwilliger (1965), using the Observation Schedule and
Record (OScm), found no significant influence by the co-
operating teacher on the verbal behavior of the student teacher.
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Boschee et a1. (tgl8) studied the relative effect that
cooperating teachers have on the educational philosophy of
stud.ent teachers and found his results to be contradictory to
those of Yee (t969) and Jansen (t97t).
Flan6ers (tglO) Uuitt upon the Withall system to develop
Flanderst Interaction Analysis System (ffAS). Using FIAS as
the treatment, Moskowitz (tg6l) examined the attitudes and
teaching patterns of student teachers. She concluded that
cooperating teachers trained in FIAS displayed significantly
more ind.irect teaching patterns than those not trained.
Bowers (tg7t\, studying the verbal behavior patterns of
cooperating and. student teachers, concluded that although not
statistically significant, more than half of the student
teacherst behaviors became like those of the cooperating
teacher. Halley (1974) also addressed the influence of the
cooperating teacher over the student teacher. The null
hypothesis was accepted (at the .01 leve1), indicating only
35% of the stud.ent teacherrs verbal behaviors gravitated
toward those of their cooperating teachers. In an earlier
study, Mitchell (rg6g) also used FIAS to determine the effect
of the cooperating teacher on student teachers. The finding,
unlike Bowers (tglt) and Halley (tgl+\, indicated a significant
positive relationship between direct and indirect teaching
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behaviors of student and cooperating teachers.
There have been many adaptations to FIAS and CAFIAS in
studying teaching behavior. One such system was developed
by Rankin (tglS) i, studying male and female dominant and
submissive elementary student teachers.
Chefferst Adaptation of Flandersr Interaction Analysis
System (ClfUS) was developed for use with physical activity
classes. As an expansion of FIAS, it offers nonverbal
categories and makes allowances for the distinction of
teaching agency and class structure, which differs from
traditional classrooms.
Mancinj- (1974) and Mancini et al. (L976) compared
decisionmaking models in a human movement program. When
allowed to share j-n the decisionmaking process, students
were found to be more positive toward the teacher and more
initiating in class activities. Chertok (tgl 5), Martinek
(tg76), Martinek et al. (1977), and Lvdon (tgl8) used the
interaction parameters established by Mancini (1974) in
stud.ying the effects of varying teacher models on the develop-
:nent of motor skills.
CAFIAS was used to measure the effectiveness of training
disruptive elementary children in special contingency manage-
ment skills in order to modify teacher behavior (Dev1in, 1979;
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Doenges, tg76; Pratt, 1975). Results indicated that students
d.o have the ability to modify teachersr behavior.
A ntrmber of studies have used CAFIAS as the treatment in
testing its effects on pre-service teachers. Keilty (tg7 5) t
Hendrickson (tgl5), and Rochester (L976) all found instruction
in the use of CAFIAS to be beneficial to pre-service teachers.
Getty (tgZl) and Vogel (tgl6) studied the effects of instruction
in interaction analysis in stuCent teachers. Both supported
the idea that instruction and use of CAFIAS are beneficial.
Paterson (1975) used CAFIAS to compare interaction
patterns of novice, experienced, and trainee male physical
educators. He found. no significant difference of instructional




In this chapter the selection of subjects, the testing
instrtrment employed, and the method of data collection are
explained. The establishment of coder rel.iabil-ity and
statistical analysis appJ-ied to the data are also described.
In a final section the methods and procedures used in this
study are summarized.
Selection of Subiects
The subjects in this study were the 1980 spring semester
elementary physical education stud.ent teachers (g:f 5) at
Ithaca Col1ege, Ithaca, New York, and their cooperating
teachers (n=1$). The teaching assignments were made according
to standard procedures within the School of Health, Physical
Education, and Recreation at Ithaca Col1ege. A11 subjects,
prior to participation, were required to sign informed consent
forms. A copy of these forms may be found in Appendix A.
Testing Instrument
Cheffersr Adaptation of Flandersr Interaction Analysis
System (Ceffm) was used to measure teacher-pupil behavioral
patterns in this study. This system was developed primarily for
use in physical activity classes. Through the 20 CAFIAS
categories one can objectively record both verbal and nonverbal
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behaviors, identi-fy class structure and specif j-c teacher
behaviors, and elaborate on student response and hrehavior.
These behaviors, measured by CAFIAS , are recorded every 3
seconds or as often as behaviors change. Through blind-1ive
interpretation of comparisons it was determined that CAFIAS
measured aspects of human behavior that could not be measured
by Flanders' Interaction Analysis system. Appendj-x B includes
the categories of CAFIAS.
Methods of Data Collection
In an efiort to obtain data concerning the hypotheses of
this study, alI participants were observed under uniform
conditions. Subjects in this study were videotaped for two
ful1 class periods. cooperating teachers were videotaped
for two class periods prior to the arrival of the student
teachers. The student teachers were videotaped one class
period within the fi rst 2 weeks and again within the last
2 weeks of the student teaching assignment. The lessons
were coded by Dr. Victor Mancini using CAFIAS '
Coder ReliabiIitY
coder reliability for this investigation was assessed by
the use of the Spearman rank-order correlation. The rankings
for two randomly selected lessons, one for a student teacher
and one for a cooperating teacher, were each coded by Dr.
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victor Mancini at two independ.ent observations, and subjected
to the Spearman rank-order correlation'
Scorins of Data
Data collected. from the cod.ings of CAFIAS were transposed
to computer data card.s for analysis. Ratios and percentages
were compiled by the computer at Ithaca College'
Treatment of Data
Multivariate analysis of variance was used to determine
if there was a significant change in the teaching behaviors,
as identified by CAFIAS, of student teachers during their
student teaching experience. The univariate analysis of
variance technique was used to determine the CAFIAS variables
that independently indicated significant differences between
cooperating and student teachers. Discriminant function
analysis was then run to determine which variables contributed
to the differences in student teachersl behaviors' To determine
the relationships of cooperating and student teachersl behaviors
a canonical correlation was run. GAFIAS was also used to
study predominant interaction patterns of cooperating and
student teachers. The . 05 1eve1 of probability was used for
all tests of significance.
Summarv
The 1980 spring semester student teachers in elementary
physical education at Ithaca College, Ithaca' New York' and
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their cooperating teachers served as subjects. Each subject
was videotaped for two fu11 class periods. Cooperating teachers
were filmed prior to the arrival of the student teachers.
Student teachers were videotaped once within the iirst 2 weeks
and a second time within the last 2 weeks of student teaching'
Scores for each of the lessons were transposed to computer cards
for analysis. Multivariate analysis of variance, discriminant
function analysis, univariate analysis of variance, and canoni-ca1
correlation were used to determine if significant change occurred
in the student teachers' behaviors, to identify variables that
may account for the significant change in teachers' behaviors
and to determine the relationship, if anYr between cooperating
and student teachers' behavioral patterns'
Chapter 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA
The spring semester elementary physical education student
teachers at Ithaca College, Ithaca, New York: and their
cooperating teachers were studied to determine if the
cooperating teacher influences the verbal and nonverbal
behaviors of the student teacher. In this chapter are presented
(") coder reliability, (b) differences in student teachersr
behaviors, (.) relationship of cooperating and student
teacherst behavioral patterns, (O) descriptive analysis of




To assess the reliability of the coder for this study,
tr+,o vid.eotapes, one of a student teacher and one of a
cooperating teacher, were selected by the investigator.
The two selected tapes were coded twice by an expert coder
d.uring two independent observation periods. The Spearman
rank-order correlation technique was used to correlate the
rankings of the top 1O ceII concentrations for the two
ind.ependent observations of each tape. An overview of the
correlations is shown in Table 1. The mean score of the
correlation was .993, which was sufficient to indicate the







COder Re■ iabi■ ity





Eg!g: Coder reliability determined by Spearman Rho
correlations of two codings of teaching behaviors for a
student teacher and a cooperating teacher.
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Differences in Student Teachersr Behaviors
In order to assess the change in behavioral patterns of
student teachers, multivariate analysis of variance (ueuovl)
was performed on eight selected variables identified through
Cheffersr Adaptation of Flanderst Interaction Analysis
System (ClfflS). The MANOVA procedure, run on the codings
of student teachersr tapes at the start and end of their
student teaching experience, resulted in a value of I(817) =
9.044, which was significant at the .05 level. The finding
of this significant d.ifference 1ed to the rejection of the
first hypothesis that there would be no significant change
in the student teacherst behavioral patterns over the
student teaching Period.
The d.iscriminant function analysis identified the
percentage of contribution to the between-groups difference
for each of the eight CAFIAS variables. Teacher use of
questioning, verbal (fqV), accounted for 63.66% of t-he
variance. This was followed by teacher use of questioning,
nonverbal (fQ}rIV); pupil verbal initiation, student suggestion
(IlVfSS); and pupil nonverbal initiation, teacher suggestion
(puvrrc); which accounted for to,72/,, g.5g%, and 7.73% of
the variance respectively. The remaining four variables
contributed. less that 1O% of the between-groups difference'
These results are shown in Table 2.
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Tab1e 2
Discriminant Function Analysis for the Eight CAFIAS Variables
for Stud.ent Teachers at Start and End of Student Teaching Period
Variables Standardized Squared Percent of
Discriminant Discrimi-nant Contributi-on
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Univariate analyses of variance on the eight CAFIAS
variables (results shown in Table 3) were unable to identify
any variable on which the students changed significantly when
those variables were considered independently.
Relationship of Cooperating and Student Teachers'
Behavioral Patterns
In order to assess the relationship between the cooperating
and student teachers' behavioral patterns, the canonical
correlation technique was used on the eight CAFIAS variables.
From Table 4 and Table 5, it can be seen that the canonical
correlations between cooperating teachers' and student teachers'
behaviors at each of the two measured periods were statistically
significant.
Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed
on eight selected variables of cooperating and student teachers
both at the beginning and at the end of student teaching to
assess differences between these groups. The MANOVA of
cooperating and student teachers at the start of student teach-
ing resulted in a value of F(8, 2l) = 5.460, which was
sjgnifj-cant at the .05 Ievel. The MANOVA on cooperating and
student teachers at the end of student teaching resulted in the




Univariate Analyses of Variance Contrasting Student Teachers at
Start and End of Student Teaching Period for the Eight CAFIAS
Variables
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Table 4
Analysis of Canonical Correlations on the Relationship
Between Student and Cooperating Teachers at






















































Analysis of canonical correlations on the Relationship
Between Student and CoOperating TeacherS at
the End of the Student Teaching Period




















































The percentage of the contribution of each of the eight
CAFIAS variables to the between-groups difference was identified
through discriminant function analysis. For the cooperating
and student teachers at the start of student teaching, teacher
use of questioning, verbal accounted for 32.33% of the between-
groups variance. This was followed by teacher use of accept-
ance and praise, verbal (52,L47i'); teacher use of acceptance and
praise, nonverbal (t6.54%); and pupil nonverbal initiation,
stud.ent suggestion 1to.Zo%). Results are shown in Table 6.
For the cooperating and student teachers at the end of the
student teaching period, pupil verbal initiation, student
suggestion accounted for 30.88% of the variance. This was
followed by pupiJ. nonverbal initiation, student suggestion
13o.76%); teacher use of questioning, nonverbal 1z4.tt%); and
teacher use of questioning, verbal (8.79%\. Results are
shown in Table 7.
The univariate analysis of variance (eNOvn) technique,
run on the eight CAFIAS variables (results shown in Table
8), identified four variables that independently indicated
significant differences between cooperating and student
teachers at the start of student teaching. These four
variables were teacher use of questioning, verbal (g(frZ8) :
5.46); teacher use of questioning, nonverbal (I( 1, 28') : 12.34);
teacher use of acceptance and praise, verbal (-E(tr 28) : f8.93);
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Tab■ e 6
Discriminant Function Ana■ ysis for the Eight CAFIAS
Var■ ab■es for Cooperating and Student Teachers at
the Start of the Student Teaching Period
Variables Standardized Squared Percent of
Discriminant Discriminant Contribution
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Tab■e 6 (continued)
Discriminant Function Ana■ysis for the Eight CAFttAS
Var■ ab■es for Cooperating and Student Teachers at
the Start of the Student Teaching Period
Variables Standardized Squared Percent of
Discriminant Discriminant Contribution















Discriminant Function Analysis for the Eight CAFIAS
Variables for Cooperating and Student Teachers at
the End of the Student Teaching Period
Variables Standardized Squared Percent of
Discriminant Discriminant Contribution

































Discriminant Function Analysis for the
Variables for Cooperating and Student



























Univariate Analyses of Variance Contrasting Cooperating
and Student Teachers at Start of Student Teaching Period
for the Eight CAFIAS Variables
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Table 8 (continued)
Univariate Analyses of Variance Contrasting Cooperating
and Student Teachers at Start of Student Teaching Period
for the Eight CAFIAS Variables
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and teacher use of acceptance and praise, nonverbal (p(t, z8)
7. 2l).
The ANOVA run on the cooperating and student teachers
at the end of student teaching identified seven variables to
have significantly different scores for the two groups. These
seven variables were teacher use of questioning, verbal
(3(rrz8):91.74); teacher use of questioning, nonverbal
(I(tr28) : 16.oo), teacher use of acceptance and praise,
verbal (F(1128) = 23.57); teacher use of acceptance and praise,
nonverbal (g(t, z8) : t7.48); pupil verbal initiation, teacher
suggestion (F( 1, 28) : 5. 51 ); pupiJ. nonverbal initiation,
teacher suggestion (I(trz8) = 4.16); and pupil verbal initiation,
student suggestion (f(trZ8) = 4.43). Results are shown in
Table 9.
The hypothesis that there will be no significant dif-
ference in relationships between the behavioral patterns of
the cooperating teacher and the behavioral patterns of the
stud.ent teacher from the start to the end of the student
teaching period was rejected due to (") high canonical
correlations between the cooperating and student teachers, (b)
significance of the MANOVAs run on the cooperating and student
teachers, and (") univariate analysis of variance which found
more significant d.ifferences between cooperating and student
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Table 9
Univariate Analyses of Variance Contrasting Cooperating
and Student Teachers at End of Student Teaching Period
for the Eight CAFIAS Variables
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Table 9 (continued)
univariate Analyses of variance contrasting cooperating
and Stud.ent Teachers at End of Student Teaching Period
for the Eight CAFIAS Variables
Source of
Variation
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teachers at the end of the student
the beginning.
5r
teaching experience than aL
Descriptive Analys■ s of Cooperating
and Student Teachersi Behavioral Patterns
CheffersI Adaptation of Flanders' Interaction Analysis
System (CAFIAS)was uSed to study the predominant interaction
patterns of cooperating and student teachers.  Table 10 shows
the top 10 ranked interaction patterns for cooperating and
student teachers at both the start and the end of the■ r exper■―
ence, along w■ th the■ r percentages of occurrence.  The dens■ ty
Of tallies in each cell determines not only the predominant
teacher and student behav■ ors, but a■so the sequence ■n which
they occur.  This resulted in the follow■ ng sequences of behav■ or
patterns for the cooperating teacher:  extended information
giv■ ng by the teacher, directions given by the teacher followed
by extended predictable student reSponse (5-5-6-8-8).  This was
followed by student― to― student interaction ■n the form of
interpretive behavior, teacher giving information followed by
directions given by the teacher and predictable student response
( 8\ -10-8\ -5-6-8 ) . The behavioral pattern demonstrated by
cooperating teachers is similar to those seen by Cheffers and
Mancini (1978) reflecting 'ra predominance of teacher information














Most Frequent lnteraction Patterns
Ce■■s of C00perating and Student Teachers










































































5-5 Extended information giving by the teacher





8-8 Extended predictable student response
6-8 Teacher directions followed by predictable student
response
\-tO Student-to-student interaction in the form of
interpretive behavior
1O-8\ Student-to-student interaction in the form of
interpretive behavior
5-8 Teacher information giving followed by predictable
student response
6 -5 Teacher information giving followed by teacher
directions
8-S Student predictable response fo1lowed by teacher
information giving by the teacher
1O-8 Student-to-student interaction in the form of
predictable behavior
3-8 Teacher acceptance followed by predictable student
response
3-8\ Teacher acceptance followed by student interpretive
behavior
54
(p. ZD. An example of this would be a traditional skills drill
irr which the teacher gives instruction and directj-ons which the
student mechanically follows. Feedback is in the form of
further instruction and directions.
Student teachers demonstrated similar behavior patterns
from the start to finish of the student teaching experience'
Directions given by the teacher followed by predictable student
response and extended student-to-student interaction in the iorm
of interpretive behavior followed by teacher acceptance
(6-8-8r -to-8\-3) I{as found to be their predominant behavior
pattern. This was followed by extended information giving by
the teacher, directions given by the teacher followed by
predictable student response and teacher acceptance (5-5-6-8-3).
Student teachers tended to ask questions and pose problems
allowing for student interpretati.on of instructions while
accepting behaviors and offering information as well as directions.
Figure I shows the differences in occurrence of each of the
20 CAFIAS categories between cooperating and student teachers
from start to end of the student teaching experience. For each
category oi behaviors, the mean percentage of occurrence was
calculated. It was iound that student teachers, throughout the
student teachj.ng experience, used greater percentages of praise,
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activities, pupil initiation, silence, and student-to-student
interaction than did cooperating teachers. However, cooperating
teachers gave more information and verbal directions and
received more predictable student response. Critj-cism and non-
verbal directions were found to be equal for both cooperating
and student teachers. Cooperating teachers exemplified the
traditional behavioral pattern of teaching, predominantly seen
in our schools today. Students are given instruction and
directions allowing for little student initiation or imagination.
Student teachers, on the other hand, were exposed to a variety
of teaching behaviors and styles in their professional prepara-
tion classes. This was reflected in their student teaching
experience. Student teachers expanded on the traditional teach-
ing behavioral patterns to include other aspects of teacher
behavior. They gave j-nformation, acceptance, praise and
encouragement as well as directions allowing for more student-
to-student interaction and student initiation behaviors.
Student teaching is widely accepted as an integral part of
the professional preparation of a teacher. This study and
others have demonstrated the existence of a relationship between
the cooperating and student teacher This raises the following
questions. Do we as educators want to perpetuate the traditional
behavioral patterns by exposing student teachers to this within
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the student teaching experj-ence? Should cooperating teachers
be screened prior to placement of the student teacher to assure
a positive student teaching experience? If So., should the basis
of screening be teaching behavior, overall teaching philosophy,
or level of experience? If the student teaching experience is
so important to the professional development of the teacher
should not the placement of student teachers be on a basis
other than availability?
SummarY
The coder used in this study was determined to be reliable
through a process of correlating the results of coding two
inclepenclent observations of a student teacher and a cooperating
teacher. The two Spearman rank-order correlations yielded a
mean of .993, which was sufficient to indicate that the coder
was reliable.
A MANOVA was performed on the eight CAFIAS variables to
assess a change in the behavioral patterns of student teachers.
The findings were statistically significant, and the first
hypothesis that the behavioral patterns of student teachers
would not change over the student teaching period was rejected.
The discriminant function analysis indicated that verbal teacher
use of questioning accounted for the largest amount of the
between-groups variance. Univariate analysis of variance failed
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to show significant differences for any vari-ables when they
were considered indePendentlY.
The canonical correlation technique was usecl to assess the
relationship between cooperating and student teachers.
Significant correlations were determined for the cooperating
and stuclent teachers at the start of student teaching and for
the cooperating and student teachers at the end of student
teaching. I{ultivariate analysis of variance for cooperating
and student teachers at both times in their experience resulted
in significant between-groups differences
contribution of each of the eight CAFIAS
through the use of discriminant function
cooperating teachers and student teachers
. The percentage of
variables was determined
analysis. For the
at the start of the
student teaching period, teacher use of questioning, verbal
(TQV) proved to have accounted for the greatest amount of between-
groups variance. This was followed by teacher use of acceptance
and praise, verbal (TAPV); teacher use of acceptance and praise,
nonverbar (TAPNV); and pupil nonverbal initiation, student
suggestion (PNVISS). For cooperating teachers and student
teachers at the end of the student teaching period, PuPil verbal-
initiation, student suggestion (PvISS) was found to have
accounted for the greatest amount of between-groups variance.
This was followed by pupil nonverbal initiation, student
6o
suggestion (PNVISS); teacher use of questioning, nonverbal
(TQNV); and teacher use of questioning, verbal (TQV)'
Univariate analysis of variance identified four variables that
independently indicated significant differences between the
cooperating and student teachers at the start of student
teaching. These variables were teacher use of questioning,
verbal (TQV); teacher use of questioning, nonverbal (TQNV);
teacher use of acceptance and praise, verbal (TAPV); and
teacher use of acceptance and praise, nonverbal (TAPNV). The
univariate analyses of variance run on the cooperating and
student teachers at the end of student teaching indicated seven
CAFIAS variables to be significant. They were teacher use of
questioning, verbal (fQV); teacher use of questioning, nonverbal
(TAPNV); pupil verbal initiation, teacher suggestion (PVITS);
pupil nonverbal initiation, teacher suggestion (PNVITS); and
pupil verbal initiation, student suggestion (PVISS)'
The hypothesis that there wilI be no significant difference
in the relationship between the behavioral patterns of the
cooperating teacher and the behavioral patterns oi the student
teacher from the start to the end of the student teaching period
was rejecterl. This was due to (a) high canonical correlations
between the cooperating and student teacher at the start and
end of the sturlent teachi.ng period, (b) significance of MANOVAs
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run on both cooperating and student teachers, at the start and
end of student teaching, and (c) univariate analyses of variance
which found more significant differences between student and
cooperating teachers at the end of student teaching than at the
start.
Cheffers' Adaptation of Flanders' Interaction Analysis
System (CAFIAS) was used to study the predominant interaction
patterns of cooperating and student teachers. Cooperating
teachers were found to exhibit the following behavioral sequence:
extended information giving by the teacher followed by directions
given by the teacher, extended predictable student response,
and extended student-to-student interaction in the form of
interaction in the form of interpretive behavior
(5-5-6-8-8-8\-10-8\). The most frequent student teacher behavior
pattern was one of directions given by the student teacher,
predictable student response, extended student-to-student inter-
action in the form of interpretive behavior, teacher acceptance
followed by predictable response and more teacher acceptance
( 6-8-81 -tO-8\ -3-8-3 ) . Cooperating teachers were found to
exemplify the predominant teaching behavioral pattern seen in
our schools today. Students are given instruction and directions
which they mechanically foIlow. Student teachers expanded. upon
this to include acceptance, praise, encouragement, and question-
6z
rng
This study and others
a relationshiP between the
have demonstrated the existence of
cooperating and student teacher.
This raised certain questions about the student teaching experi-
ence. Do we as educators want to expose student teachers to
the traditional teacher behavior pattern or to a variety of
teaching methods and behaviors? Shoutd cooperating teachers be
screened to assure a productive student teaching experience?
What should the basis of screening be? And, if student teaching
is such an important aspect in the development of the teacher,




In this chapter the find.ings of this investigation and
the results of previous studies will be related. The chapter
will be d.ivid,ed into four sections. In the first section the
results of this study will be compared and contrasted with
earlier studies on change in student teachers during the
student teaching period. In the second section comparisons
of the results of this study with those of earlier studies
regarding the influence of the cooperating teacher will be
reported. In the third. section results of this study will
be compared and contrasted with earlier studies on the
behavj-ora| patterns of cooperating teachers and student
teacherse and in the final section the chapter will be sum-
marLzed.
Change in Student Teachersl Behaviors During
the Student Teaching ExPerience
This study examined the change in student teacherst
behavioral patterns over the student teaching experience and
investigated. the d.egree to which the cooperating teacher
influenced the student teachert s behavioral patterns. Eight
selected CAFIAS variables and predominant interaction patterns
from CAFIAS were used to determine the behavioral interaction
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of cooperating and student teachers. The multivariate analysis
of variance indicated significant differences between the
stud.ent teachersl behaviors at the beginning and at the end
of their student teachj-ng experience. Discriminant function
analysis found that teacher use of questioning, verbal;
teacher use of questioning, nonverbal; pupil verbal initiation,
stud.ent suggestion; and. pupil nonverbal initiation, teacher
suggestion accounted. for over 90% of the betw€en-grotlp variance.
Univariate analyses of variance on the eight CAFIAS variables
consid.ered. ind.ividually were unable to identify any variables
on which the student teacherst scores differed significantly
between the beginning and end of their student teaching
experience.
The findings of between-groups difference led to the
rejection of the first hypothesis that there will be no
significant change in student teachersr behavioral patterns
over the stud.ent teaching period. These results indicated
that stud.ent teachersf behavior patterns do change within
the student teaching exPerience.
These findings seem to support earlier work by Price (1961),
Flint (1965), and. Halley (t974\. Price (1961) concluded that
considerable change occurred in student teachersl attitudes
during the student teaching period. Flint (1965) also
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concluded that student teachersr verbal behavior changed
during the student teaching period. Halley (tgl+) concluded
that 70% of the student teachers had changed their verbal
behavior during the student teaching term.
The reader needs to be aware of differences which exist
between studies in deciding the emphasis to be placed upon
comparisons between these studies:
1. The variables being examined were different; Price
(1961) examined attitudes of student teachers, and Flint
(1965) and Ha1ley (tgll) examined only the verbal behavior
of student teachers.
2. The testing instruments used were different; Price
(fqOf) used the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (Ufef),
Flint (1965) used the Observation Schedule and Record Form
(OScln)r and Hal1ey (1974) used Flanders, Interaction Analysis
System (ffm) to record verbal behavior only.
3. The samples used were different; Price (1961),
Flint (1965), and Ha11ey (L974) all- used elementary education
student teachers.
Despite the differences in the studies, certain broad
cases, studentaspects can be used for comparison. In al-l
teachers who served as subjects were being




influence of the cooperating teacher in the student teaching
experience. In all cases, two significant changes were
observed in student teachersr behavioral patterns from the
start to finish of the student teaching period.
Coooeratins Teachers' Influence
on Student Teachersl Behaviors
This study is an extension of earlier studies concerning
the influence of the cooperating teacher on the student teacher
d.uring the student teaching period. The present study used
the canonical correlation procedures for the eight CAFIAS
variables for the cooperating teacher and student teacher at
the beginning of the student teaching experience and for the
cooperating teacher and student teacher at the end of student
teaching. The canonical correlation revealed significant
correlations at both times in the student teaching experience.
Multivariate analysis of variance resulted in significant dif-
ferences between the cooperating teachers and student teachers
both at the start of student teaching and the end of student
teaching. Discriminant function analysis found that teacher
use of acceptance and praise, verball teacher use of questioning,
nonverbal; teacher use of questioning, verbal; and pupil
nonverbal initiation, student suggestion accounted for over
gO% of the between-groups variance for cooperating teachers
and student teachers at the start of student teaching.' For
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the cooperating teachers and student teachers at the end of
the student teaching experience, pupil verbal initiation,
student suggestion; pupil nonverbal initiation, student
suggestion; teacher use of questioning, nonverball and teacher
use of questioning, verbal were found to account for over 90%
of the between-group variance.
Univariate analyses of variance (eNOVe), which were run
on the eight CAFIAS variables independently, identified four
variables--teacher use of questioning, verbal (TQv);
teacher use of questioning, nonverbal ( fqlrv); teacher use of
acceptance and praise, verbal ( t,qpV); and teacher use of
acceptance and praise, nonverbal (tepUV)--that were
significantly different between cooperating teachers and
student teachers at the start of student teaching. Seven
variables--teacher use of questioning, verbal (TQV);
teacher use of questioning, nonverbal (tglfV); teacher use of
acceptance and. praise, verbal (tapV); teacher use of acceptance
and praise, nonverbal ( t^lptgV); pupil verbal initiation, teacher
suggestion (pVftS); pupil nonverbal initiation, teacher sug-
gestion (pUVfrc); and pupil verbal initiation, student suggestion
(fVfSS)--were identified as significantly different between
the cooperating teachers and student teachers at the end of
student teaching.
68
The hypothesis that there will be no significant dif-
ferences in the relationships between the behavioral patterns
of cooperating and student teachers, from start to end of the
student teaching period, was rejected due to (a) significant
canonical correlations between cooperating and student teachers
at the start of student teaching and at the end of the student
teaching period, (b) significance of IIANOVAs used on cooperatj-ng
and. student teachers both at the start of student teaching
and at the end. of student teaching, and (") univariate analyses
of variance, which found more variables to have significant
differences between student and cooperating teachers at the
end of student teactr:ing than at the start of student teaching.
These results indicated that there is a relatj-onship
between the behavioral patterns of cooperating and student
teachers. However, greater individual differences were found
at the end of student teaching than at the start of student
teaching, indicating that student teacherst behavioral patterns
become less like their cooperating teachers, not more like
them, as is suggested in related literature. These findings
support earlier studies by Farrow (1964), Terwilliger (1965),
Boschee, Prescott & Hein (tgl8)' Bowers (t97t), and Ha1ley
(t974). Terwilliger (1965) reported no demonstrable cooperating
teacher influence. Boschee et a1. (tgl8) found no influence,
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based on educationa■  phi■ osophy, of the cooperating teacher
on the student teachere  Cooperating teachersi effect on the
verba■  behav■ or of student teachers was studied by Farrow
(1964), BOWers (1971), and Ha■■ey (1974)。   Farrow (1964)Was
unab■ e to deve■ op significant data indicating the inf■ uence
of the cooperating teacher.  Whi■ e Bowers (1971), using FIAS
did find student teachers: verba■  behavior to gravitate
toward that of the cooperating teacher, the change was not
statistica■■y significanto  Ha■ ■ey (1974)a■ so used FttAS to
study change in student teachersi verba■  behavior in re■ ation―
ship to the verba■  be hav■ or of the cooperating teacherso  The
findings of Ha■■ey (1974), that the behavior patterns of
student teachers changed, becom■ ng ■ess ■ike the■ r cooperating
teacher, supported the resu■ ts of this study.
The resu■ ts of this study do not, however, support findings
by McAu■ ay (1960), Price (1961), Yee (1969), JOhnsOn (1969),
Underhi■ ■ (1968), F■ int (1965), Seperson and 」oyce (1971),
and Mitche■■ (1969)。   McAu■ ay (1960)studied the inf■ uence of
three cooperating teachers on the■ r s■x student teacherse
After observation of such a ■im■ted scope, w■thout us■ng
systematic observation, McAu■ ay (■ 96o)cOnc■uded that student
teachers seem to be great■ y inf■ uenced by the■ r cooperating
teacherso  He a■ so conc■ uded that further study of the prob■ em
was neededo  Price (1961)and Yee (1969)cOnc■ uded that
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cooperating teachers influence the attitudes of student
teachers. Johnson (1969), examining dogmatism, and Underhill
(1968), studying empathy leve1, examined other variables on
which the student teacher was found to be influenced by the
cooperating teacher. Verbal behavior patterns of cooperating
and student teachers were studied by Flint (1965), Seperson
and Joyce (1971), and lvlitchell (r960). Flint (1965), using
the Observation Schedule and Record Form (OScen), concluded
that there was a strong relationship between the change in
stud,ent teachert s verbal behavior and the verbal behavior of
the cooperating teacher. she also recommended further
research be undertaken using a variety of instrrrments. In a
similar study, using Conceptual Systems Manual, Seperson and
Joyce (tglt\ found significant relationships between student
and cooperating teachers for the eight indicators of teaching
sty1e. A more sophisticated instrunent was also recommended.
In an earlier study, Iv1itchell (tg6g) used FIAS to determine
if student teachers tend to take on the verbal behaviors of
their cooperating teachers. These researchers, unlike
Bowers (tglt) and Ha1ley (tg7+\, reported a positive relation-
ship between student and cooperating teachersl verbal behavior.
In understand.ing relationships between this study and
those of l,lcAu1ay ( 1960), Price ( 1961), Yee ( 1969 ), and others,
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the reader must consider certain differences in the studies:
1. The variables examined were, once again, different
than the variables in this studY.
2. A variety of testing instruments was used, however,
none deal.t with nonverbal interaction within the physical
activity setting, as did this study.
3. The samples of subjects used in these studies were
different, with the number of subjects ranging from 3 to over
20, and. with all previous studies being centered within the
traditional classroom setting.
Certain broad comparisons can be made, however, when
comparing the findings of the present study to those of
related studies. Although a number of variables have been
examined in conjunction with the student teacher being
influenced by the cooperating teacher in the classroom or
rymnasium, there are a great ntrmber of variables which inter-
twine and contribute to the overall act of teaching. Some
variables may prove difficult to separate for study, affective
variables in particulaf. Results of past studies very often
depended on the design of the study and the validity of the
testing instrument used within the study, with the more sophis-
ticated tools demonstreting a greater ability in determining the
success or failure in finding significance. Although a number of
1)
l-
related studies did find student teachers to be influenced
by their cooperating teachers, the need for a more sophis-
ticated testing instnrment was noted.
Behavioral Patterns of Cooperating Teachers and
Student Teachers in Phvsical Edrication
CAFIAS was used to study predominant behavioral patterns
of cooperating teachers and student teachers. The following
sequences of behavior patterns were identified for the
cooperating teacherss extended information giving by the
teacher followed by directions given by the teacher, extended
predictable student response, and extended student-to-student
interaction in the form of interpretive behavior (5-5-6-8-8\-
1O-\). The most frequent overall student teacher behavior
pattern was one of directions given by the student teacher,
predictable student response, extended student-to-student
interaction in the form of interpretive behavior, teacher
acceptance folJ-owed by predictable student response, and
teacher acceptance ( 6-8-8\-1o-8\-3-8-3).
Differences in occurrence of each of the 20 CAFIAS
categories between the student and cooperating teacher
resulted in the following findings: (") student teachers,
both at the beginning and at the end of the student teaching
experience, used a greater percentage of praise, acceptance,
-^/J
questioning, broad interpretation of teacher activities,
pupil initiation, silence, and student-to-student interaction;
(b) cooperating teachers gave more information and verbal
directions and received more predictable student response
than did. student teachers; and. (") criticism was minimal
among both student teachers and cooperating teachers.
The results indicated:
1. Cooperating teachers used lecture and d:j-rection
giving foJ-lowed by predictabJ-e student response as their
predominant behavior pattern. This supports the findings
of the Videotape Data Bank Project, Cheffers and Mancini
(1978), which concluded: (") teachers used lecture and
direction giving as overwhelmingly predominant models of
teaching; (b) patterns observed in the elementary classes
were remarkably similar and reflected a predominance of
teacher information giving, along with predictable student
response; and (c) the student behaviors occurred as a result
of initial teacher suggestion.
2. Criticism was found to be minimal for both
cooperating and student teachers. Cheffers and Mancini
(tgl8) al so supported this, with the conclusion that teacher




The finding that student teachers used a greater percentage
of praise, acceptance, questioning, broad interpretation of
teacher activities, pupil initiation, silence, and student-to-
stud.ent interaction supported previous research by Vogel (L976)
and Getty (t977). They concluded that student teachers
instructed in the use of CAFIAS demonstrated more indirect
teacher influence, made more use of questions, and had more
pupil initiated behavior than student teachers in the control
group, who did not receive CAFIAS instruction- Getty (L977)
al.so noted the influence of l.asting effects of instruction
in interaction analysis on the teaching behavior of student
teachers.
The results of this study may not be directly comparable
to those of Vogel (tglO) and Getty (1977) aue to the fact
that the treatment groups in their studies received instruction
in CAFIAS as their treatment. However, certain observations
may be made when comparing the findings of student teachersr
behavioral patterns in this study with those of Vogel (tglO\
and Getty (1977). Many of the student teachers who served
as subjects in this study also participated in a study in
1979 in which instruction in and supervision through CAFIAS
serrred as the treatment. Physical education majors at Ithaca
Co11ege, Ithaca, Ner,tr York, also receive feedback in the use of
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CAFIAS along with various teaching methods as part of their
undergraduate teacher preparation program. This study would
seem to support the findings by Getty (1977) on the J-asting
effects of instruction in interaction analysis on the teaching
behavior of student teachers.
Summarlr
Elementary physical education student teachers in this
study were observed to change behavioral patternsr ds identified
by the eight selected CAFIAS variables. However, the
cooperating teacherst behavioral patterns, although related,
were not found to be a significant direct influence on the
change in behavioral patterns. Multivariate analysis of
variance, fol1owed by discriminant function analysis and
univariate analysis of variance resulted in the findings of
significant differences between student teachers at the
start and end of student teaching. Discriminant function
analysis showed the four variables concerning teacher behavior
to be the major contributors to the betwssn-g'roups difference.
The hypothesis that there would be no significant change in
student teachersl behavioral patterns was rejected. This is
in agreement with studies by Price (1961), Flint (1965), and
Ha11ey (1974).
The hypothesis that there will be no significant dif-
ference in relationships between the behavioral patterns of
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student teachers and behavioral patterns of cooperating
teacher, from start to finish of the student teaching
experience, was rejected due to (") high canonical correlations
between cooperating teachers and student teachers at the
start and at the end of the student teaching experience; (b)
significance of l"lANOVAs run on both cooperating teachers and
student teachers both at the start of student teaching and
cooperating teachers and student teachers at the end of
student teaching; and (") univariate analyses of variance which
found more variables to be significantly different between
cooperating teachers and student teachers at the end of the
student teaching experience than at the start of the student
teaching experience.
It was concluded that there is a relationship between
the behavioral patterns of cooperating teachers and student
teachers. However, greater individual differences were
found at the end of the student teach-ing experience than at
the start of the student teaching experience, indicating that
student teacherst behavioral patterns become less like their
cooperating teacherst, not more. This conclusion supported
earlier findings by Farrow (ry61), Bowers (1971), and Hal1ey
(1g74). Numerous previous studies by McAulay (1960), Price
( 1961), Yee (196S), Flint ( 1965), and others did not support
the second conclusion of this study.
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Interaction patterns of cooperating teachers and student
teachers were investigated to determine their predominant
behavioral patterns. It was determined that this study
supported find,ings by Cheffers and Mancini (tgl8) ttrat teacher
use of lecture and directions followed by predictable student
response is the predominant behavioral pattern of physical
educators in our schools todaY.
Student teachers used praise, acceptance, questioning,
broad interpretation of student activities, pupil interaction,
silence, and student-to-student interaction as predominant
behavior patterns. vogel (tgl6) and Getty (1977) concluded
that student teachers taught CAFIAS were more indirect in
their overall teaching behavior. Student teachers in ttris
study were al-so found to be more indirect than their cooperating
teachers. A number of subjects in ttris study were instructed
in and. supervised through CAFIAS in a study done previously.
This would support findings by Getty (tgll) ott the lasting
effects of instruction in interaction analysis on the teaching
behaviors of student teachers.
Chapter 6
SI]MMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY
Srrmrnarv
The behavior patterns ;erating teachers and student
teachers were examined through the use of eight selected CAFIAS
variables to determine if the cooperating teacher influences
the verbal and nonverbal behaviors of the student teacher.
Specific subproblems were examined:
1. Do the behavior patterns of the student teacher
change during the student teaching period?
Z. If the behaviors of the student teacher do change,
d.o they tend to approximate those of the cooperating teacher
more at the end of the student teaching period than at the
beginning?
The 1980 spring semester student teachers in elementary
physical education at Ithaca Co11ege, Ithaca, New Yorkl and
their cooperating teachers served as subjects. Each subject
was videotaped for two ful1 class periods. cooperating
teachers were videotaped prior to the arrival of the student
teachers. Student teachers were videotaped once within the
first 2 weeks and a second time within the last 2 weeks
of student teaching. Scores for each of the lessons were
transposed to computer cards for analysis. I"lultivariate
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analysis of variance, discriminant function analysis, uni-
variate analysis of variance, and canonical correlation were
used to determine if significant change occurred in student
teachersr behaviors, to identify variables tl.at accounted for
the significant change in teacherst behaviors, and to
determine the relationship, if ar:yt between cooperating
teachersl and student teachersl behavioral patterns.
Multivariate analysis of variance was performed on the
eight CAFIAS variables to assess change in behavioral patterns
of student teachers. The findings were significant, and the
first hypothesis that there would be no significant change
in student teachersr behavioral patterns over the student
teaching period was rejected. The discriminant function
analysis for within-groups difference indicated teacher use
of questioning, verbal (TQV); teacher use of questioning,
nonverbal (tqXV); pupil verbal initiation, student suggestion
(pVfSS); and pupil nonverbal initiation, teacher suggestion
(fNVfrc) :ccounted for over goi of tlre bet.^,een-groups
variance.
The canonical correlation technique was used to assess
the relationship between the cooperating teachers and student
teachers. Significant correlations were determined for
cooperating teachers and student teachers at the start of
8o
student teaching and at the end of student teaching. Univariate
analysis of variance failed to show significant differences in
student teachersr behaviors from start to finish of student
teaching when each CAFIAS variable was considered independently.
The acceptance of the hypothesis that there will be no
significant relationship between the behavioral patterns of
cooperating teachers and student teachers from the start to
the end. of the student teaching period was accepted due to
( 
") high 
canonical correlations between cooperating teachers
and stud,ent teachers at the start of student teaching and at
the end of student teaching, (b) significance of MANOVAs run
on both cooperating teachers and student teachers at the
start of stud.ent teaching and at the end of student teaching,
and (.) univariate analyses of variance which found more
significant differences at the end of the student teaching
period than the start.
The predominant interaction patterns of cooperating
teachers and. student teachers were analyzed. It was determined
that cooperating teachers' predominant behavioral pattern was
one of information giving, followed by directions and predict-
able student response. Student teachers, however, showed
significant indirect teacher influence with acceptance,
praise, questioning, t,hen student-to-student interaction as
their predominant behavioral pattern.
8r
The results of the first hypothesis that student teacherst
behavioral patterns change during the student teaching period
seem to support findings in earlier studies (Price, 196t;
Flint, 1965; Halley, 1974) ttrat ttre student teachers do indeed
change during the student teaching period.
The findings related to the second hypothesis also
concurred with earlier results ( Farrow, 1964; Terwilliger,
L965; Bowers, L97t; Halley, 1974) which indicated no signifi-
cant relationship between student teachersr behavioral
pattern change and the cooperating teachersl behavioral
pattern. Studies which did find significant influence by the
cooperating teacher included Price (1961), McAulay (1960),
F]-int (1965), and Yee (1969).
Conclusions
From the findings provided by this investigation, the
following conclusions were drawn:
1. The behavioral patterns of student teachers in
elementary physical education do change during the student
teaching period.
2. A relationship does exist between behavioral patterns
of cooperating teachers and student teachers, however,
cooperating teachers failed to significantly influence the
behavioral patterns of elementary physical education student
teachers.
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3. Cooperating teachersr predominant behavior was
determined to be one of information giving folJ.owed by
directions, which 1ed to predictable student responseo
4. Student teachers demonstrated significant indirect
teacher influence with acceptance, praise, and questioning
leading to more student-to-student interaction.
Recommendations for Further Study
The following recommendations are suggested for further
study:
1. A replication of this study using secondary school
physical education student teachers.
2. A study of the effects of sex, experience, and
teaching style of the cooperating teacher on the behavior
patterns of student teacher.
J. Due to the differences involved in teaching team
activities versus individual activities, alJ. subjects should






The study in which you are asked to participate is
1-ooking at the interaction patterns of student teachers and
cooperating teachers with students at the elementary level
in physical education.
The folJ-owing procedures wil-l be used: You will be
videotaped in two classes, during the week prior to student
teaching. During that time you will be wearing a microphone
which should not interfere wj-th your teaching.
The videotape wi1-l be subjected to a widely used inter-
action analysis system. This interaction analysis system
consists of 20 categories to describe verbal and nonverbal
behaviors which occur between teachers and students.
A11 names and information in this study wilJ- be kept
confidential. If you do not have any questions and agree to







The study in which you are asked to participate is
looking at the interaction patterns of student teachers and
cooperating teachers with students at the elementary level
in physical education.
The following procedures will be used: You wilJ- be
vid,eotaped in two separate classes, once within the first 2
weeks and a second time during the last 2 weeks of your
student teaching experience. During those times you will be
wearing a microphone which should not interfere with your
teaching activities.
The videotapes will be subjected to a widely used
interaction analysis system. This system consists of 20
categories to describe verbal and nonverbal behaviors which
occur between students and teachers.
A11 names and information wil1- be kept confidential.
If you do not have any questions and agree to take part in





T}IE CATEGORIES OF CHEFFERSI ADAPTATION
FLANDERSI INTERACTION ANALYSIS SYSTEM1
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Smiles, nods with smiIe,
(energetic) winks,
laughs
Claps hand.s, pats on
shoulder, places hand
on head of student,
























hand on shoulder, puts
arm around shoulder or
waist, catches an imple-
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Verbal Relevant Behaviors Nonverbal
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ask questions, gets














Categories Verbal Relevant Behaviors Nonverbal
10 20
1O-2O Stands for con- Face: Silence, children
fusion, chaos, sitting doing
disorder, noise, nothing, noiselessly
much noise. awaiting teacher
just prior to teacher
entry, etc.
1Fro* Cheffers, Amidon, and Rogers (1g74).
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Appendix C
CODER'S RELIABILTTY)T FOR SELECTED SURJECTS
USING SPEARMAN,S RHO
Student Teacher
































































Top 1O cells listed refer to the order of coderr s
numerical frequency.
Rank observation one and rank observation two refer
to the origin of the coding.
d refers to the differences between the ranks of each
cel1 for observation one and observation two.































































Tot a■ 2。 00
x.988
Top 1O cells listed refer to the order of coderr s
numerical frequency.
Rank observation one and rank observation two
to the origin of the coding.
d refers to the differences between the ranks
each ce■ ■ for observation one and observation two.
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